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The purpose of the Quality Indicators (formerly the Intangibles) is to establish
the presumed level at which the Prototype Schools are functioning relative to a
range of factors that are closely associated with educational achievement. These
factors, or indicators, do not have direct costs associated with them, for the most
part. However, they have a very strong relationship with the degree to which the
funds allocated to and expended by schools result in improved student
achievement. Researchers have been verifying the importance of these factors for
nearly three decades. Budget makers, on the other hand, tend not to include
these indicators when they are determining how much money will be made
available to schools, nor to consider their importance in determining how much
effect the funds allotted will have on student learning.

The Quality Education Model incorporates these Quality Indicators as a way of
acknowledging their importance. Eventually it may be possible to collect enough
data from schools to know how the school system as a whole functions in
relation to these factors. However, information exists only in fragmentary and
incomplete forms currently. Therefore, the task of making appropriate
assumptions about the level at which the Prototype Schools are functioning
relative to the Quality Indicators will require the exercise of informed judgment
and reasonable supposition this first time. It is nonetheless important to establish
these assumptions if they are ever to be developed more fully and incorporated
more systematically into the Quality Education Model.

The following section considers in turn many of the factors that are generally
considered to be associated with healthy organizational functioning and
enhanced student learning. These Quality Indicators were developed from
several sources, including the first version of the Quality Education Model,
extensive reviews of the literature on school quality, and contributions by
members of the QEM review panels.

Each Quality Indicator is presented with a brief description of the criteria that
might be employed to operationalize the Indicator and that help define the
means to assess it. For each Indicator, the following issues are then considered in
order:

1. Its potential to account for variance in student learning. To what degree
does it contribute to student achievement? This is reported in the form
of the general categories “high” and “moderate.” Any factor that did not



have at least a moderate impact on student learning as demonstrated by
a body of research was not included.

2. Examples of some potential means to assess this Quality Indicator are
offered primarily to illustrate the ways in which data could be gathered
about this factor in the future.

3. The ways in which this factor is currently assessed are described along
with some of the issues involved in acquiring or aggregating the data
that do exist currently. In many cases, the existing data are not
appropriate for making an assumption about the Quality Indicator’s
level of efficacy in Oregon schools.

4. The capacity of the system to gather data on this Quality Indicator is
analyzed and suggestions for future methods of data collection are
offered.

5. A description of the level at which the Prototype Schools are assumed to
be operating in relation to this Quality Indicator and a rationale for this
rating.

6. The research base that supports the inclusion and validity of this Quality
Indicator is presented in a very abbreviated form, and includes
syntheses of research on the topic, important studies, and other
publications that have been influential in establishing the importance
and credibility of this factor.

Quality Indicator: Teacher quality

II.

Criteria:
1. Teachers have adequate content knowledge to teach their areas or subjects

2. Teachers have been prepared properly to teach and assess state standards

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. A great deal of evidence points to teacher quality as perhaps the
single most important variable relative to student learning. It is certainly
problematic to assess with current information systems and is potentially
prone to abuse, but if a fair and safe way can be found to utilize these data,
this measure alone could account for a significant amount of the difference
between the maximum amount of learning that could be expected from the
system and the amount of learning that actually occurs.

Potential Means to Assess

1. Statistical analysis of student performance on state assessments
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2. Inventory of demonstrated skills (observed or documented abilities
directly related to successful teaching and learning)

3. Performance on Praxis examination by graduates of preparation
programs

How Currently Assessed

Indirect measures are currently used. These include certification knowledge
tests, years of experience, classes taken in area of endorsement, college
major, additional college credits taken, graduate degrees held. The research
on these measures show limited relationship to student achievement,
beyond some very basic relationships. ODE collects information on
Teachers teaching in area of certification only, teachers average years of
experience, teachers average years of experience in district.

Current Capacity to Assess

Limited. Information exists on most of the indirect measures cited above.
The information is not currently in one database. The DBI contains
information on average years of teacher experience and percent of teacher
with a master’s degree and number of classes taught by mis-assigned
teachers. ODE requires that information on “staff characteristics” be
included in school self-evaluations. The state assessment system is capable
of determining general relationships between teacher characteristics and
student performance, but such studies have not been conducted nor are the
results likely to be particularly precise.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

Oregon is blessed with highly qualified teachers with tremendous ability to
educate a wide range of children. It is assumed that the Prototype Schools
have teachers who generally reflect this high level of quality. However,
shortages exist in some key areas, causing teachers to be assigned out of
their areas of expertise or endorsement. Examples include special
education, bilingual education, science courses such as physics, advanced
mathematics courses, with more difficulties in districts outside the major
urban areas. These difficulties are assumed to be more intense at the
secondary than the elementary level.
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Berliner, D., & Cassanova, U. (1989). Effective Schools: Teachers Make the
Difference. Instructor, 99 (3), 14-15.

Brandt, R. (1987). On the Expert Teacher: A Conversation with David
Berliner. Educational Leadership, 44(5), 4-9.



Brophy, J. (1986). Teacher Influences on Student Achievement. American
Psychologist, 41(10), 1069-1077.

Haycock, K. (1998). Good Teaching Matters...A Lot. OAH Magazine of
History, 13(1), 61-63.

Joyce, B., Showers, B., & Rolheiser-Bennett, C. (1987). Staff Development
and Student Learning: A Synthesis of Research on Models of Teaching.
Educational Leadership, 45(2), 11-23.

Lopez, O.S. (1995). The Effect of the Relationship between Classroom Student
Diversity and Teacher Capacity on Student Performance. Executive Summary.
Conclusions and Recommendations for Educational Policy and Practice. The
Strategic Management of the Classroom Learning Enterprise Research
Series.

Mathews, J. (2000). Tennessee System for Gauging Results Angers Some
Educators but Gains Acceptance Elsewhere. Washington Post, pp. A07.

Porter, A. (1989). External Standards and Good Teaching: The Pros and
Cons of Telling Teachers What to Do. Educational Evaluation and Policy
Analysis, 11(4), 343-356.

Porter, A., & Brophy, J. (1988). Synthesis of Research on Good Teaching:
Insights from the Work of the Institute for Research on Teaching.
Educational Leadership, 45(8), 74-85.

Sanders, E. T. W. (1999). Urban School Leadership: Issues and Strategies.
Larchmont, NY: Eye on Education.

Sanders, W. L. (1998). Value-Added Assessment. School Administrator,
11(55), 24-27.

Sanders, W. L., & Horn, S. P. (1994). The Tennessee Value-Added
Assessment System (TVAAS): Mixed- Model Methodology in
Educational Assessment. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in Education, §(3),
299-311.

Sanders, W. L., & Horn, S. P. (1998). Research Findings from the Tennessee
Value-Added Assessment System (TVAAS) Database: Implications for
Educational Evaluation and Research. Journal of Personnel Evaluation in
Education, 12(3), 247-256.

Shulman, L. S. (1987). Knowledge and Teaching: Foundations of the New
Reform. Harvard Educational Review, 57(1), 1-22.

Quality Indicator: Demonstrably effective instructional programs and
methods

Criteria:

1. Teachers demonstrate mastery of a range of instructional strategies to

enable all students to meet standards
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Flexible grouping strategies with frequent regrouping based on accurate
data on student knowledge and skill

Instructional time is a high percentage of the total time available during the
day and year

The time devoted to instruction is utilized effectively
Technology used to enhance learning efficiency

Homework is used to supplement classroom learning or practice skills, not
to introduce new skills or as busywork

Homework is not done in class as a substitute for instruction

Homework is coordinated among teachers and subjects to ensure students
are capable of completing assigned homework in a quality fashion

Decisions about instructional materials, texts, instructional programs are
made with reference to the potential of these materials and programs to
enhance student learning and to research or other evidence to that effect.

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. A great deal of research has been conducted on these topics over the
past 25 years yielding meta-analyses that begin to illuminate more and less
effective forms of instruction.

Effective grouping strategies have been shown for more than 80 years to
result in enhanced achievement for all students, both high and low
performers. The effects have been noted consistently in reading and math
instruction.

While the eventual effect of technology on student learning may prove to be
high, current uses result in moderate effects on achievement and then only
when used in ways demonstrated to be effective.

Effective homework practices can have a moderate effect on student
learning when properly implemented. Homework is an example of an area
where gains in student learning can be achieved without increases in
schools expenditures or teacher workload.

Time is the currency of education. The ability to allocate and utilize time
effectively is potentially one of the most powerful tools to increase student
learning without increasing expenditures.

Potential Means to Assess

The focus of assessing school practices in this area should be primarily on
reading and mathematics, with science and social science given somewhat
less emphasis. This reflects the state of the research on these subject areas,
with much more evidence on what constitutes effective reading and math
programs and teaching methods than the other two subjects.
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School practices can be assessed through self-reports of programs and
teaching practices from a template provided by the state and augmented by
schools. Teams that visited schools would corroborate the self-reports via
classroom visits.

1. School self-reports on math and reading grouping practices
Observations at selected Oregon schools

Time spent engaged in technology-based learning tasks, per pupil
Incorporation of technology into lesson plans

S

Technology systems (e.g., integrated learning systems) present in
schools

.O\

Range of technologies employed, per pupil

7. Examples of student work produced via technology scored on a
common scale.

8. Written homework policy by all teachers

9. Analysis of number of minutes of homework assigned
10. Analysis of types of homework assigned

11. Report to DBI on minutes allocated to various disciplines

12. On-site visit by trained observer (e.g., retired teachers) to validate
minutes allocated and to observe engaged time in classrooms

13. Logs of time allocation kept by anonymous teachers, submitted,
analyzed and aggregated to infer statewide patterns of time utilization.

14. Analysis of instructional materials, text, and curricula to ascertain the
evidence that it has been linked to enhanced student learning

15. Reviews of student work samples to analyze the quality of the
assignment

How Currently Assessed

Instructional programs are not currently assessed systematically. Title I is
requiring schools to use research-based programs under certain
circumstances. Teaching methods are currently assessed only through the
personnel evaluation process, which can amount to only one or two visits
by an administrator to any given teacher, at best. School self-evaluations
required under the Consolidated District Improvement Plan may yield data
at some schools on instructional practices.

Grouping practices are not assessed. Districts and schools do not compare
student performance between classrooms or schools with distinct
approaches to grouping. Some instructional methods (e.g., Success for All
and Direct Instruction) have certain explicit requirements for grouping.
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Technology use is typically measured currently by the ratio of students to
computers. This is widely considered to be a very limited definition of
technology use. The DBI contains information on computers per pupil.

ODE does currently collect information on time devoted to reading, writing,
and mathematics. However, this measure indicates how time is allocated,
not how it is actually utilized nor how effectively time is used for
instruction. Some evidence suggests that even the current information on
allocation may not be highly accurate or precise.

Current Capacity to Assess

Classroom evaluations by principals could yield sufficient data for making
generalizations about the state of instructional practices in Oregon, not for
judging individual teachers or school buildings. Principals would need a
standardized, computerized format, one that ideally would coordinate with
a classroom observation instrument.

Since no systematic determinations about grouping strategies are made
currently, there is no existing capacity to assess the state of practice in the
schools.

Homework would be a new area for schools to compile information on their
practices. Standardized definitions and reporting formats would have to be
developed. However, it is an area that lends itself well to systematic
reporting of data. Homework practices are not the same as homework
policies. It is not enough to require homework; the tasks themselves must
meet certain effectiveness criteria and be integrated with instruction
appropriately.

Technology use is typically assessed in terms of computers per student,
software titles held, or, occasionally, in terms of effects on reading or math
skills (generally in the case of Title I programs that have dedicated
technology labs with reading or math software). Neither the state nor most
school districts gather any other information about technology use.
However, given the interest most communities have in the ways technology
is being utilized in its schools, it would seem that more sophisticated ways
of assessing the effects of technology on learning will be implemented
eventually.

Amount and type of homework assigned is not currently tracked by any
educational agency and by very few schools.

The current requirements to report time allocations can be improved in
order to ensure the accuracy of the allocation reports. Observers would
have to be trained to use common observation tools and consistent analytic
techniques. However, teachers are quite capable of logging classroom time
allocation if provided standardized instrumentation.



VL

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

This is a complex, multi-dimensional indicator. When school programs are
compared against a standard of effectiveness that can be validated
externally, they tend to be found wanting. Many adopted curricula and
texts have no demonstrated ability to lead to greater student learning.
Elementary schools have more evidence available to them regarding
effective instructional techniques and approaches. As a result, more
elementary schools are able to make decisions that take into account the
effectiveness of the materials they utilize and the strategies they adopt.
Secondary schools are less likely to have access to such information and in
general are not as attuned to making decisions or adapting methods based
on available research on effective instructional programs.

This indicator is an area where considerable gains in student learning might
be achieved within the Prototype Schools if the resources available for
professional development are put to good use.
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Quality Indicator: Leadership that facilitates student learning
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Evidence that school community is focused on goals and has some sense of
vision or purpose

Evidence that state standards are a part of the school’s goals and that the
school has a clear, realistic plan to enable progressively more students to
meet standards over time

Evidence of broad-based involvement in decision making that is clearly
focused on student learning

Evidence of a range of leadership roles present in the school community
and involvement in those roles by individuals committed to enhanced
student learning

Evidence of a healthy organizational climate and a minimum of political
“in-fighting”

Evidence of employees being held accountable to high standards of
performance

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. Studies over a 20 year period consistently have found a strong
association between achievement, particularly in outlier schools that out-
perform comparable schools, and strong leadership. Leadership can mean
more than administrators, however. Teacher leadership is becoming an
important component of effective schools as well.

Involvement in decision making is a potentially important indicator, but it
is highly dependent on the linkage between involvement in decision
making and the conditions of student learning. Simply involving more
people in decision making has been shown repeatedly not to result in more
student learning. Only when the decision making process supports a focus
on student learning and enables the organization to design itself and
allocate resources in ways that create a better environment for educating
students does this Indicator have a direct effect on student learning.

Potential Means to Assess

1. 360° evaluation: systematic information from subordinates, supervisors,
clients, and customers. Random sampling is used with larger groups.
Items are standardized and focus on demonstrated behaviors associated
with effective leadership, not on opinions of respondents or popularity
of person being evaluated.

2. Review of school goals and content of CDIP-mandated school
improvement plan.

3. Completion by school of self-report list of behaviors associated with
curriculum alignment, curriculum focus, lesson focus, and instructional
method focus
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IV.

4. Review of school professional development program content and
individual teacher professional development activities

5. Analysis of how time is allocated during the school day and year.

6. Analysis of documents from decision making groups for evidence of
linkage between their areas of responsibility, their agendas, their
decisions and the teaching/learning process.

How Currently Assessed

For the most part, leadership is not currently assessed very systematically.
Principals do receive evaluations from their superiors. However, the
content and quality of these evaluations is highly variable.

ODE requires schools to submit school improvement plans to their districts.
These school plans must contain goals that are “clearly stated, focused,
measurable, realistic and based on improving student achievement and
performance in content standard areas. This information can provide some
insight into school focus.

Schools must document that they have site-based councils and the make-up
of those councils, that the councils meet with prescribed regularity, and that
the councils address the requirements set for them in statute.

Current Capacity to Assess

There is very limited current capacity to assess leadership. For such
assessment to occur, systematic tools and methods would have to be
developed for use statewide. Leadership will have to be operationalized in
terms of some specific behaviors. Instruments that do this exist and would
have to be reviewed for possible uses.

Content analysis of school improvement plans can provide an initial
determination of school focus on goals and state standards. Subsequent
changes in what must be included in school improvement plans could
generate more information on goal orientation and school vision.

The self-evaluation process could be utilized to help schools understand
better the types of involvement in decision making that make a difference
and how their methods were consistent or inconsistent with these best
practices.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

There is little dispute that Oregon schools are well managed. There is
perhaps a wider range of opinion on the quality of school leadership. The
assumption about the level of leadership in the Prototype Schools reflects
this range of opinion. Leadership as defined by this indicator is more than
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just the actions of the principal; it is a reflection of an environment in which
leadership is exercised broadly and appropriately to solve problems and
improve practices. Set against this standard, the assumption is that
leadership in Prototype Schools can be improved in ways that lead to
enhanced student learning.
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Quality Indicator: Parental/community involvement

Criteria:

1.
2.

3.

II.

I1I.

Evidence of extensive communication with parents and community

Evidence of influence by parents and community in the functioning and
programs of the school

Evidence of positive attitude toward school by parents and community and
a sense of belonging and ownership of the school by these groups

Range of adults present in the school in a variety of roles including licensed
teachers, paraprofessionals, aides, parent volunteers, senior citizens, college
students, members of business community

Tutoring and mentoring programs to provide one-on-one assistance to
young people with special needs

Someone in the school with responsibility to coordinate and maximize adult
resources available in the school

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. Parental and community involvement are important on a number of
levels, not all of which are reflected in student performance on state
assessments. Such involvement is important to the notion of a quality
education. Parental involvement has been shown to be important at all
grade levels and in particular for students with learning disabilities.

Potential Means to Assess

Classroom involvement measure

General school involvement measure

Parent Conference Night attendance measure

Number of students interacting with community members
Programs that allow interaction between school and community

SOl W=

Logging the number and type of adults who provide service to the
school in ways that benefit students directly

7. Developing a new measure of the amount of time adults spend with
children within a school and comparing results on state assessments
across schools

How Currently Assessed

The DBI does not contain any information currently on parent/community
involvement. Individual districts and schools keep track of volunteer
hours. The Consolidated District Improvement Process requires parental
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VL

and community involvement in the setting of school goals. Site councils
must contain a majority of non-educators.

Current Capacity to Assess

There are no widely used, standardized measures of community
involvement. Measures utilized in individual buildings and districts would
provide a logical starting point for developing state-wide measures. For
many schools this would be a new category for data collection.

However, numerous schools do already track parent volunteer hours.
Others conduct periodic surveys of parent satisfaction and perceptions.
These models present a starting point for more comprehensive programs of
data collection on parent and community involvement.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

The Prototype Schools assume good parental participation in the
elementary school with rapidly declining participation in the secondary
schools. Few observers of public schools would dispute the fact that parent
and community involvement in schools decline from elementary to
secondary school. Most, but by no means all, elementary schools seek to
accommodate parental involvement and perceive it as a multifaceted
resource. Secondary schools have more difficulty conceiving how parents
and community might play a constructive role in the school community
beyond highly constrained roles such as booster clubs or attendance at
school events. This represents another area where significant improvement
could conceivably be made in ways that made Oregon schools more
effective.
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Quality Indicator: Students enter kindergarten and each subsequent
benchmark level ready to learn academic curriculum appropriate to that level

Criteria:
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I1.

III.

IV.

. When measured at the beginning of kindergarten, third, fifth, eighth, and

tenth grade, students demonstrate skill and knowledge levels adequate to
ensure they have the potential to reach prescribed benchmarks by the end of
the benchmark year.

Adequate diagnostic information exists for each student so that at any point
the school can identify the student’s level of functioning and can prescribe a
program of improvement if necessary to enable the student to be ready to
enter the next benchmark level ready to achieve the benchmark.

Programs exist to support students who need extra help in reaching
benchmark levels.

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. Readiness to learn can be closely associated with subsequent
performance in school. However, this element is limited in its application to
elementary schools primarily, although the effects of low skills entering
kindergarten can be traced through high school for those at the extreme low
end of the readiness spectrum.

Potential Means to Assess

1. Standard diagnostic tools to be administered to all kindergartners upon
enrollment or within the first month of school that measure a)
knowledge of letters (fluency based); b) early phonemic awareness.
Several exist that can be adapted for this purpose, including a web-
based application under development at the University of Oregon

2. A measure of vocabulary to add greater accuracy to the prediction of
success
3. Similar instruments to ascertain basic mathematical awareness and skills

4. Profiles of student performance in relation to benchmarks at each grade
level

How Currently Assessed

As noted above, the technology to diagnose reading readiness exists and is
widely but inconsistently utilized. The DBI contains no information
currently on reading readiness. ODE interviewed kindergarten teachers in
1997 to ascertain their views of the relationship between preschool
participation and readiness to learn in kindergarten. The 1999 survey is
listed as “in development.”

Current Capacity to Assess

This is an example of an area where assessment needs of the Quality
Indicators can serve to improve professional practice. Consistent, high
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quality data on statewide trends in readiness to learn can be a powerful
predictive tool allowing policy and budget analysts to predict the demands
on public schools for many years into the future.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

One reasonable estimate of the students who enter ready to learn can be
achieved by determining the proportion of students who are reaching
standards at each of the school levels. The Prototype Elementary School is
therefore assumed to have approximately 70 percent of its students ready to
learn, while by the time these students enter the Prototype Middle School,
only half may be at a level of learning consistent with the benchmark
expectations for middle school, and only a third or less may enter the
Prototype High School achieving at benchmark levels.

These assumptions reflect the current system, not what would occur after
full implementation of the Quality Education Model over a period of
multiple years.

Research and Literature Base

Brember, 1., & Davies, J. (1997). The Effects of Pre-School Experience on
Reading Attainment: A Four-year Cross-sectional Study. Educational
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Quality Indicator: Safe and orderly learning environment

Criteria:

Students are on task within their classrooms

Hallways and all public spaces are orderly at all times

Students are not fearful of attending school

Violent incidents are very rare and dealt with immediately and effectively

Parents and community view the school as being safe and orderly

SANUN O o e

The school cooperates with community agencies to ensure consistency in
the enforcement of laws and rules and in the provision of programs for
students who are disruptive influences.

I.  Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate. While not directly related to teaching, this element can be
extremely important in its absence — schools without orderly learning
environments seldom see consistent learning occurring. But all schools with
orderly learning environments do not automatically see high rates of
learning. This element can be thought of as a baseline factor — necessary but
not sufficient to allow schools to function effectively.

II. Potential Means to Assess

1. School-wide Evaluation Tool (SET), Horner & Sugai

2. Multi-year measure of trends in ODE reports o n suspensions, tardies,
incidents
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3. Student, teacher, and parent perceptions via brief survey

4. Evidence of linkages with community organizations that address the
needs of troubled youth

III. How Currently Assessed

The Oregon School Report Card reports information on “student behavior”
in broad categories of graduation and attendance rates. ODE also collects
information on expulsions, “incidents” (serious and dangerous offenses
committed at school), retention rates and failing students.

IV. Current Capacity to Assess

The School-wide Evaluation Tool is validated and reliable and takes two
hours per school to administer via a trained observer. ODE currently
collects data on student behavior and incidents. A brief survey of students,
parents, and teachers using standardized questions could be included in
ODE School Improvement visits.

V. Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

Recent shocking incidents of school violence notwithstanding, Oregon
schools are generally orderly learning environments. It is therefore
reasonable to assume that the Prototype Schools are orderly learning
environments for the most part, without severe problems of student
discipline, violence, truancy, tardiness, disrespect, and other factors that
significantly limit the ability of schools to educate students.

VI. Research and Literature Base
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on Dropping Out: An Exploratory Investigation. CPRE Research Report
Series. Madison, WI: Center for Policy Research in Education.
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State University of New York Press.

Duke, D.L. (1989). School Organization, Leadership, and Student Behavior.
In Strategies to Reduce Student Misbehavior. O.C. Moles. Washington,
D.C.: Office of Educational Research and Improvement, U.S. Department
of Education. 31-62.

Evertson, C., & Harris, A. (1992). What We Know About Managing
Classrooms. Educational Leadership, 49(7), 74-78.

Evertson, C. M. (1981). Organizing and Managing the Elementary School
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Education, University of Texas.
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Quality Indicator: School-based data collection and analysis as the basis for
instructional program

Criteria:

1.

2.

II.

III.

IV.

Evidence of a planning process that utilizes data on student performance as
a key element

Evidence of skill in the collection and analysis of data on student
performance

Evidence of systems to collect and utilize data on student knowledge and
skills

Evidence of direct relationship between decisions about the instructional
program and data on student knowledge and skills

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate. Generating and utilizing data on student performance is the
prerequisite to improvements. However, the data do not guarantee that the
necessary changes in practices and organizational arrangements will be
made subsequently.

Potential Means to Assess

1. Analysis of school self-evaluation produced to meet CDIP requirements

2. School self-report on a scale enumerating the critical aspects of school-
based data collection and analysis and subsequent program adaptation
based on analysis

3. Requirement that school improvement plans contain evidence of
analysis of student performance data.

How Currently Assessed

School improvement plans are the only places where such information is
readily evident. All districts must produce improvement plans based on
student performance data. Schools conduct self-evaluations that are also
supposed to address student performance. But only the district plans are
reported to the state. Title I schools are required by federal law to produced
detailed data-based improvement plans.

Current Capacity to Assess

School improvement plans provide a potential source of information on the
degree to which schools analyze data as the basis for improvement efforts
and the ways in which the analysis influences improvement targets and
strategies.
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Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

The idea that a school should collect and analyze data on student
performance as the basis for changes in its instructional program is a new
notion to many schools. Therefore, it cannot be assumed that Prototype
Schools currently make extensive use of data on student performance.
Elementary schools have shown considerable more activity in this arena
than secondary schools, in part due to the greater ease of gathering data on
basic literacy and numeracy. The collection of data is a key prerequisite to
planning effective instructional programs and should be considered to be
tightly linked with that Quality Indicator as well.

Research and Literature Base

Assessment and Accountability in Higher Education. Proceedings Document
(Sante Fe, New Mexico, December 5-7, 1989). ECS Working Papers (1990):
Education Commission of the States, Denver, CO.

Albright, B. N. (1995). The Accountability Litmus Test: Long-Term
Performance Improvement with Contained Costs. New Directions for
Higher Education, 91(1), 65-76.

Bloom, B. S. (1980). The New Direction in Educational Research: Alterable
Variables. Phi Delta Kappan, 61(6), 382-385.

Brookover, W. B., et al. (1996). Creating Effective Schools: An In-Service
Program for Enhancing School Learning Climate and Achievement. Revised
Edition. Holmes Beach, FL: Learning Publications, Inc.

Cambone, J. (1995). Time for Teachers in School Restructuring. Teachers
College Record, 96(3), 512-543.

Devlin-Scherer, W., Spinelli, A. M., Giammatteo, D., Johnson, C., Mayo-
Molina, S., McGinley, P., Michalski, C., Schmidek, S., Tomaiuolo, L., &
Zisk, L. (1998, February). Action Research in Professional Development
Schools: Effects on Student Learning. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Association of Colleges for Teacher Education,
New Orleans, LA.

Guthrie, J. W. E., & Kirst, M. W. E. (1984). Data-Based Accountability in
Education. California Univ., Berkeley. School of Education. Policy
Analysis for California Education, Berkeley, CA. Stanford Univ., CA.
School of Education.

Holm, D. T, Hunter, K., & Welling, J. (1999). Supporting Systematic Change
through Action Research.

Massanari, C. B. (1993). Outcome-based education: Its relevance to state and
national decision making ( Synthesis Report 9): The College of Education,
University of Minnesota.
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Mitchell, K. J. (1995). Charting the Progress of New American Schools: Creating a
School Reform Portfolio. Rand Corporation, Santa Monica, CA. Institution
on Education and Training.

Yoder, N. (1994). Teacher Leadership. An Annotated Bibliography. Danforth

Foundation, St. Louis, MO. National Foundation for the Improvement of
Education, Washington, D.C.

Quality Indicator: Teacher professional development program focused on
improving student learning

Criteria:

1.

2.

II.

Evidence of a systematic, long-term professional development plan linked
directly to improvement in student performance

Evidence of teacher participation in and ownership of the professional
development plan

Evidence of changes in instructional programs and classroom teaching
practices as a direct result of the professional development program

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate to high. Recent evidence has confirmed the importance of
professional development in an overall program of school effectiveness.
However, the specifics of effective professional development are still subject
to much debate and discussion and appear to be highly contextual. Even an
effective program of professional development is still one level removed
from classroom teaching and student achievement. When professional
development ties directly to changes in teaching it has the greatest potential
to have an effect on learning.

Potential Means to Assess

1. The Consolidated District Improvement Plan process requires action
plans with “sustained, intensive and/or continuous short-term and
long-term staff development

2. The structure, goals, and content of school-level professional
development programs can be analyzed against existing effectiveness
criteria.

3. The specific ways each teacher engages in professional development can
be analyzed based on the teacher’s professional development plan and
the relationship of the plan to school goals, state standards, and
generally accepted principles of instructional improvement.
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How Currently Assessed

Information on staff development is contained in district plans, but is not
systematically aggregated or analyzed, nor is such data at the level of the
individual school. Principals are required to establish professional growth
goals with individual teachers. These are not reviewed externally nor are
they generally aggregated into a school-level professional development
plan.

Current Capacity to Assess

The CDIP plans provide a potential data source, but only if all schools
report staff development in similar ways.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

The Prototype Schools have resources allocated to them for professional
development so it may be assumed they are able to offer more extensive
professional development opportunities than “baseline” schools. The
quality of the program is not guaranteed automatically. The current range
in quality of such programs is highly variable. Many schools have not yet
learned how to organize and implement quality professional development
and often resort to one-shot programs or workshop approaches, methods
that do not sustain a direction and focus over time in ways that lead to
improved teaching practices.

This is one other area where the challenges faced by today’s high schools
with their departmental organizational structures and the multiple
demands on the time of many faculty create extra difficulties executing an
effective professional development program.

Research and Literature Base

Lessons Learned: How Collaboration Contributes to School Improvement. State
Leadership for Learning (1996). Education Commission of the States,
Denver, CO.

Organizing for Schooling. IDRA Focus (1996). Intercultural Development
Research Association, San Antonio, TX.

Promising Programs and Practices in Multicultural Education (1995). North
Central Regional Educational Laboratory, Oak Brook, IL.

Quality Teaching: Quality Education for Alberta Students. A Discussion Paper for
Consultations on Enhancing the Quality of Teaching (1995). Alberta
Department of Education, Edmonton, Alberta, Canada.

Transforming Teacher Knowledge: A 21st Century Policy Challenge (1997).
National Institution on Educational Governance, Finance, Policymaking,
and Management (ED/OERI), Washington, DC.
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Bloom, B. S. (1980). The New Direction in Educational Research: Alterable
Variables. Phi Delta Kappan, 61(6), 382-385.

Brookover, W. B., et al. (1996). Creating Effective Schools: An In-Service
Program for Enhancing School Learning Climate and Achievement. Revised
Edition. Holmes Beach, FL: Learning Publications, Inc.

Cambone, J. (1995). Time for Teachers in School Restructuring. Teachers
College Record, 96(3), 512-543.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Reshaping Teaching Policy, Preparation, and
Practice. Influences of the National Board for Professional Teaching Standards.
Washington, D.C: American Association of Colleges for Teacher
Education.

Darling-Hammond, L. (1999). Target Time toward Teachers. Journal of Staff
Development, 20(2), 31-36.

Day, C. (1999). Developing Teachers: The Challenges of Lifelong Learning.
Educational Change and Development Series. Bristol, PA: Taylor and
Francis.

Fullan, M. (1992). Overcoming Barriers to Educational Change. Washington,
DC: Office of Policy and Planning, U.S. Department of Education.

Hord, S. M. (1997). Professional Learning Communities: Communities of
Continuous Inquiry and Improvement. Austin, TX: Southwest Educational
Development Laboratory.

Kleinsasser, A. M., & Paradis, E. E. (1997). Changing Teacher Education in
the Context of a School-University Partnership: Disrupting Temporal
Organizational Arrangements. Teacher Education Quarterly, 24(2), 63-73.

Murphy, J., & Hallinger, P. (Eds.). (1993). Coordinating School and District
Developement in Restructuring. Newbury Park, CA: Corwin Press.

Saban, A. (1997). Emerging Themes of National Educational Reform.
International Journal of Educational Reform, 6(3), 349-356.

Walberg, H. J., et al. (1994). Productive Curriculum Time. Peabody Journal of
Education, 69(3), 86-100.

Quality Indicator: Student “connectedness” to school and engagement in
academic and extracurricular programs

Criteria:

1.

School size or organizational structure is appropriate to ensure student
interactions occur at a human and manageable scale and that all students
are known by the adults in the school

The opportunities for student involvement are numerous and varied
enough to ensure something is available for all students and that
involvement is not restricted to a particular group of students
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II.

III.

IV.

Award and recognition programs do not result in the same students being
selected for multiple awards and recognition

The school has mechanisms and structures to identify and engage students
who frequently “fall through the cracks” and drift through school in
anonymity until they drop out

Alternative education programs are not one-way streets that funnel
students out of the school, but are connected to the broader school in ways
that encourage participation by all students in the general school
community

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate. Engagement has been shown to be an important variable in
explaining the behavior of certain groups of students. School size has been
demonstrated to be associated with a range of effects, particularly at the
secondary level, including student dropout rates, student engagement, and
student achievement. Some students can function effectively with only
minimal connection with the school, but most students need to feel they are
part of a school community in order to learn effectively.

Potential Means to Assess

1. School enrollment data

2. School reports on structure of learning communities within school (e.g.,
school-within-a-school, houses, community-based programs)

3. Engagement measures including student participation rates in extra
curricular activities, percent of students receiving awards or recognition,
number of students participating in community-based programs

4. Student perception surveys

How Currently Assessed

This Quality Indicator is not assessed in any systematic way. Data on school
size are kept by ODE, but information on the configuration of learning
communities within schools and student engagement rates is not compiled
by any agency.

Current Capacity to Assess

The size of schools is readily apparent. However, the ways in which they
are organized to deliver instruction is not as self-evident. Large schools
sometimes employ strategies such as “houses” or “schools-within-schools”
to achieve some of the benefits of smallness with larger populations. The
reporting requirements would be modest related to school size, but more
complex regarding student engagement.
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Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

The literature suggests that it is reasonable to assume that the Prototype
Elementary School is doing a reasonably good job ensuring students are
connected, although it is not unreasonable to assume that perhaps 20
percent of students are not connected, an alarmingly high number.

Many middle schools have made sustained efforts to reorganize themselves
into structures that cause more students to connect; others retain the
traditional junior high school structure. It may be assumed the Prototype
Middle School fall between elementary and high schools in terms of

High schools still remain the most challenging area, and the Prototype High
School is assumed to have a relatively traditional organizational structure.
If this structure were altered, along with certain practices, it would be
possible for involvement to be assumed to be higher.

Research and Literature Base

Achilles, C.M. (1997). Small Classes, Big Possibilities. The School
Administrator, 54 (9), 6-9, 12,13, 15.

Cotton, K. (1996). Affective and Social Benefits of Small-Scale Schooling. ERIC
Digest. ERIC Clearinghouse on Rural Education and Small Schools,
Charleston, WV.

DeYoung, A.J. (1998, April). Parent Participation, School Accountability and
Rural Education: The Impact of KERA on School Consolidation in Kentucky.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, San Diego, CA.

Howley, C. (1997). Dumbing Down by Sizing Up. The School Administrator,
54(9), 24-26,28,30.

Klonsky, M. (1995). Small Schools: The Numbers Tell a Story. A Review of the
Research and Current Experiences. The Small Schools Workshop. Chicago,
Illinois University: College of Education.

Lashway, L. (1999). School Size: Is Small Better? ERIC Clearinghouse on
Educational Management, Eugene, OR.

Raywid, M. A. (1995). The Subschools/Small Schools Movement--Taking Stock.
Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools, Madison, WI.
Raywid, M. A. (1996). Downsizing Schools in Big Cities. ERIC Digest. No. 112.

ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education, New York, N.Y.

Raywid, M. A. (1996). Taking Stock: The Movement to Create Mini-Schools,
Schools- within-Schools, and Separate Small Schools. Urban Diversity Series
No. 108. Center on Organization and Restructuring of Schools, Madison,
WI. ERIC Clearinghouse on Urban Education, New York, N.Y.
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Roellke, C. (1996). Curriculum Adequacy and Quality in High Schools Enrolling
Fewer Than 400 Pupils (9-12). ERIC Digest. ERIC Clearinghouse on Rural
Education and Small Schools, Charleston, WV.

Swanson, A. D. (1988). The Matter of Size: A Review of the Research on
Relationships between School and District Size, Pupil Achievement and
Cost. Research in Rural Education, 5(2), 1-8.

Williams, D. T. (1990). The Dimensions of Education: Recent Research on School
Size. Working Paper Series. Clemson University, SC. Strom Thurmond
Institution of Government and Public Affairs.

Witcher, A. E. E., & Kennedy, R. L. E. (1996). Big Schools, Small Schools:
What's Best for Students? Hot Topics Series. Phi Delta Kappa, Bloomington,
IN. Center on Evaluation, Development, and Research.

Quality Indicator: Teacher efficacy

Criteria:

1.

II.

Teachers believe all students are capable of making substantial learning
gains each year

Teachers act in ways that suggest they believe they have a direct effect on
student learning and student academic success

The school is organized in a way that maximizes teacher ability to have a
positive effect on student learning

While acknowledging the challenges they and their students face from
various external factors, teachers continue to take primary responsibility for
ensuring that students learn in school

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

High. Teacher efficacy is the sense teachers have that they are able to have
an effect on student learning. If teachers believe they are powerless to
enable students to learn, in almost all cases students do not learn. If teachers
are convinced they are capable of enabling students to learn, they act very
differently and make different decisions than when they feel they are
unable to be successful. It is for this reason that teacher efficacy can be
associated closely with student learning.

Potential Means to Assess

1. A survey instrument is the most common means to assess teacher
perceptions of efficacy. This information can also be obtained through
focus group or interview techniques. It is possible to ascertain via
observation in certain key situations what teachers actually believe
about their ability to enable students to learn.
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2. Principal perceptions can be a valuable source of data to triangulate
against teacher perceptions.

3. Teacher behaviors in the classroom that indicate the teacher believes all
students are capable of making consistent learning gains regardless of
the student’s background, race, or socioeconomic group

4. An analysis of the organizational structure of the school for evidence
that the school is organized in ways that make teachers more effective

5. Participant observation of the informal interactions and conversations of
educators to determine educator explanations of causality of student
learning

How Currently Assessed

This Indicator is not currently assessed in any systematic fashion, although
many school administrators are highly attuned, if only at an intuitive level,
to the level of perceived teacher efficacy.

Current Capacity to Assess

This type of information would need to be collected via a standardized
instrument or set of protocols.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

Elementary School: 6
Middle School: 5
High School: 4

Teachers face many challenges, particularly over the past decade, that have
affected their sense of efficacy negatively. The Prototype Schools reflect this
reality. Regardless of the actual effects of funding cuts and changes in
student demographics, many teachers feel they are less able to be effective
than they once were. In part this is a reflection of school structures that have
changed little even as the demands on and expectations for the educational
system have changed dramatically. This tension is reflected in the mid-
range sense of efficacy that teachers in the Prototype Schools are assumed to
have.

Research and Literature Base

Agne, K.J., Greenwood, G.E., & Miller, L.D. (1994). Relationships between
Teacher Belief Systems and Teacher Effectiveness. The Journal of Research
and Development in Education, 27 (3), 141-152.
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Anderson, R.N., Green, M.L, & Loewen, P.S. (1988). Relationships Among
Teachers” and Students” Thinking Skills, Sense of Efficacy, and Student
Achievement. The Alberta Journal of Educational Research, 24 (2), 148-165.

Archbald, D. A., & Porter, A. (1994). Curriculum Control and Teachers'
Perceptions of Autonomy and Satisfaction. Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis, 16(1), 21-39.

Archbald, D. A., & Porter, A. (1994). Curriculum control and teachers'
perceptions of autonomy and satisfaction. Educational Evaluation and
Policy Analysis, 16(1), 21-39.

Conley, D. T. (1993). Evaluation of the Oregon Network: Educator Perceptions of
Restructuring in Nine Schools.

Fuller, B., Wood, K., Rapoport, T., & Dornbusch, S. (1982). The
Organizational Context of Individual Efficacy. Review of Educational
Research, 52(1), 7-30.

Guskey, T. R. (1998, April). Teacher Efficacy Measurement and Change. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Diego, CA.

Hawkins, C. H., Jr. (1996). Lessons from the League: Relationship between
Teacher Involvement and Sense of Efficacy.

Hebert, E., Lee, A., & Williamson, L. (1998). Teachers' and Teacher
Education Students' Sense of Efficacy: Quantitative and Qualitative
Comparisons. Journal of Research and Development in Education, 31(4), 214.

Hoy, W., & Woolfolk, A. (1993). Teachers' Sense of Efficacy and the
Organizational Health of Schools. The Elementary School Journal, 93(4),
355-372.

Klecker, B., & Loadman, W. E. (1996). Dimensions of Teacher Empowerment:
Identifying New Roles for Classroom Teachers in Restructuring Schools.

Klecker, B., & Loadman, W. E. (1996). Exploring the Relationship between
Teacher Empowerment and Teacher Job Satisfaction.

Kronberg, R. M. (1999). Teacher Efficacy in Heterogeneous Fifth and Sixth Grade
Classrooms: Weaving Teachers' Practices and Perspectives. Minnesota
University, Minneapolis, MN. Institution on Community Integration.

Lanier, J., & Sedlak, M. (1989). Teacher Efficacy and Quality Schooling. In T.
Sergiovanni & J. Moore (Eds.), Schooling for Tomorrow: Directing Reform to
Issues That Count. Boston: Allyn & Bacon.

Pigge, F. L., & Marso, R. N. (1993, February). Outstanding Teachers' Sense of
Teacher Efficacy at Four Stages of Career Development. Paper presented at

the Annual Meeting of the Association of Teacher Educators, Los
Angeles, CA.
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Prestine, N. A., & McGreal, T. L. (1997). Fragile Changes, Sturdy Lives:
Implementing Authentic Assessment in Schools. Educational
Administration Quarterly, 33(3), 371-400.

Rosenholtz, S. (1989). Workplace Conditions That Affect Teacher Quality
and Commitment: Implications for Teacher Induction Programs. The
Elementary School Journal, §9(4), 421-440.

Ross, J. A. (1994, June). Beliefs That Make a Difference: The Origins and Impacts
of Teacher Efficacy. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Canadian Association for Curriculum Studies, Calgary, Alberta, Canada.

Ross, J. A. (1995). Strategies for Enhancing Teachers' Beliefs in Their
Effectiveness: Research on a School Improvement Hypothesis. Teachers
College Record, 97(2), 227-251.

Sanacore, J. (1997). Reaching Out to a Diversity of Learners: Innovative
Educators Need Substantial Support.

Tschannen-Moran, M., Hoy, A. W., & Hoy, W. K. (1998). Teacher Efficacy:
Its Meaning and Measure. Review of Educational Research, 68(2), 202-248.

Yoder, N. (1994). Teacher Leadership. An Annotated Bibliography. Danforth
Foundation, St. Louis, MO. National Foundation for the Improvement of
Education, Washington, D.C.

Quality Indicator: Organizational adaptability

Criteria:

1. Procedures exist to review and update policies frequently

2. Evidence exists of mechanisms to stimulate organizational renewal
including task forces, study groups, ad hoc committees, external visitation
teams

3. A formal planning process exists that takes into account internal and
external data on organizational functioning, purpose, and potential
opportunities and challenges

4. Evidence exists of a culture within the school that believes in identifying
new challenges instead of recounting old accomplishments

5. The school does not rely on public relations as a tool to control community

desire for change, but as a tool to stimulate the demand for change

Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate. Since this Indicator is one level removed from the classroom, it
will be more difficult to measure its effects on learning. Measurement of this
Indicator is even more challenging, since if an organization is adaptable it

39



I1.

III.

IV.

will often change what and how it teaches, making it more difficult to
assess.

Potential Means to Assess

1. Institutional self-report on changes in procedures, structures, programs,
activities.

2. Evidence of sustained study or reflection on institutional practice
including study groups, task forces, visitation teams, planning teams,
grant writing teams.

3. Evidence of contacts with outside organizations including businesses,
governmental and social service agencies, foundations

4. Evidence of pilot programs, grants, partnerships, experimental
programs,

5. Evidence of evaluation of such initiatives and means to institutionalize
them or learn implications for best practice from them.

6. Evidence of communications programs that raise issues and identify
areas in need of improvement

How Currently Assessed

Researchers use various forms of interview and document analysis to
ascertain organizational adaptability, but schools do little of a formal nature
in this area currently.

Current Capacity to Assess

This sort of self-evaluation could be built into the ODE accountability
system at several points where schools must engage in self-evaluation in
preparation for the school review.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

Schools by their very nature are not terribly adaptive. However, it has been
proven that the structure and nature of elementary schools enable them to
be potentially more adaptive than middle and high schools, which have a
much tighter linkage to organizational structures that are more difficult to
change. At the same time, Oregon schools have shown considerable
flexibility in the face of new challenges and it is reasonable to assume the
Prototype Schools will be moderately capable of adapting, if with difficulty,
to new challenges and demands and to the specifics of education reform.
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VI. Research and Literature Base

Schoolwide Programs: Preparing for School Reform. A Planning and Development
Handbook (1998). Colorado State Department of Education, Denver, CO.

Transforming Education Systems: Finding the Middle Ground (1995). National
Governors' Association, Washington, D.C.

What's Noteworthy on Learners, Learning, Schooling (1995). Mid-Continent
Regional Educational Laboratory, Aurora, CO.

Bost, W. A., & Ruch, C. P. (1977). Management for Adaptability.

Cawelti, G. (1995). High School Restructuring: What Are the Critical
Elements? NASSP Bulletin, 79(569), 1-15.

Cicchelli, J. J. (1975, February). Assessing the Organizational Health of School
Systems. Paper presented at the Annual Convention of the American
Association of School Administrators, Dallas, TX.
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ERIC Clearinghouse on Educational Management, Eugene, OR.

Conley, D. T, et al. (1992). The "Vision Thing" and School Restructuring.
OSSC Report, 32(2), 1-8.

Doyle, D. P., & Pimentel, S. (1999). Raising the Standard: An Eight-Step Action
Guide for Schools and Communities. Second Edition. A Standards Work
Project. Coalition for Goals 2000, Inc., Washington, DC.

Foley, ]J. (1997, February). Success in Restructuring: A Step-by-Step Recipe.
Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development, Scottsdale, AZ.

Kelley, C., & Smithmier, A. (1998). Aligning Organizational Features and
School Reform: An Examination of Two Recent Reforms. Consortium for
Policy Research in Education, Madison, WI. Finance Center. Wisconsin
Center for Education Research, Madison.

Kezar, A., & Eckel, P. (1999, April). Balancing the Core Strategies of
Institutional Transformation: Toward a "Mobile" Model of Change. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, Montreal, Quebec, Canada.

MacTaggart, T. J. E. (1996). Restructuring Higher Education. What Works and
What Doesn't in Reorganizing Governing Systems. San Francisco, CA:
Jossey-Bass Publishers.

Mitchell, A., & Raphael, J. (1999). Goals 2000: Case Studies of Promising
Districts. Urban Institute, Washington, DC.

Sauer, J., & Walz, L. (1999). Planning Our Future Together: Using a Large-Scale
Systems Change Process for Educational Reform [Video Discussion Guide].
(Available from St. Paul, Minnesota State Department of Education.
Minnesota University: Minneapolis Institute on Community
Integration.)
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Stapleford, T. A. (1995). Successful School Change: Lessons from Two
Schools. ERS Spectrum, 13(2), 25-28.

Quality Indicator: School district policies that support high expectations,
accountability, curriculum alignment, and maximum allocation of resources to
teaching/learning

Criteria:
1. Evidence of district mission focused on high achievement for all students

2. Absence of policies that appear to make assumptions that certain groups of
students are less capable of learning

3. Evidence of regular review processes to ensure alignment is occurring
between grade levels and schools and articulation is occurring across
schools

4. Budgeting process that ensures resources are focused on student learning as
the first and highest priority

5. Accountability policies that use data to identify under-performing schools,
to diagnose causes for under-performance, and to ensure improvement
occurs at such schools

6. Evidence that the performance of individuals in leadership positions is
reviewed on a regular basis and that movements are made when
appropriate to ensure a quality leader is present in every key leadership
role

I.  Potential to Account for Variance in Student Learning

Moderate. District policies tend to set the context within which schools
function. These policies establish the culture of the district. That culture
may encourage initiative and innovation by schools to solve educational
problems or standardized responses and programs regardless of
educational challenges faced by individual schools. The district may hold
schools accountable to improve student learning or may concern itself only
with management issues.

II. Potential Means to Assess
1. Analysis of policies in areas directly related to ability of schools to
enhance student learning;:
2. Establishing high goals for student achievement
3. Holding schools accountable for improving student achievement

4. Aligning curriculum in ways that ensured students have the
opportunity to learn material necessary to meet standards
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5. Allocating resources in ways that helped schools achieve goals and
improve achievement

How Currently Assessed

Local boards of education are entirely responsible for district policy. The
state reviews these policies during School Reviews, and groups such as
Oregon School Boards Association and Confederation of Oregon School
Administrators periodically poll districts regarding particular policies or
develop examples or guides for the development of new policies.

Current Capacity to Assess

Analysis of district policies is a manageable task, given the parameters for
analysis. This analysis could be done either by districts or an external
authority. Given that many district policy manuals are now online, this type
of analysis could be accomplished with minimal effect on districts.

Estimated Level of Functioning of Prototype School Relative to Quality
Indicator

It is difficult to generalize about school districts, but the Prototype Schools
are assumed to exist in a district that is at least reasonably supportive of
school improvement and has instituted policies with this aim in mind.

Research and Literature Base

Accountability Options: Most Effective When Combined. Executive Summary
(1990). Office of Educational Research and Improvement (ED),
Washington, DC.

Bamburg, J. D. (1994). Raising Expectations to Improve Student Learning. Oak
Brook, IL: North Central Regional Educational Laboratory.

Blankenship, G. (1990). Classroom Climate, Global Knowledge, Global
Attitudes, Political Attitudes. Theory and Research in Social Education, 18
(4), 363-386.

Bossert, S.T. (1985). Effective Elementary Schools. In Reaching for Excellence:
An Effective Schools Sourcebook. Washington, DC: National Institute of
Education.

Finn, C. E,, Jr., Kanstoroom, M., & Petrilli, M. J. (1999). The Quest for Better
Teachers: Grading the States. Thomas B. Fordham Foundation,
Washington, DC.

Macpherson, R. J. S. (1996). Accountability: Towards Reconstructing a
“Politically Incorrect" Policy Issue. Educational Management &
Administration, 24(2), 139-150.

Macpherson, R. J. S. (1996). Educative Accountability Policies for Tasmania's
Locally Managed Schools: Interim Policy Research Findings. International
Journal of Educational Reform, 5(1), 35-55.
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Macpherson, R. J. S. (1996, April). Reframing Accountability Policy Research
with Postpositivism, Pluralism, Democracy and Subsidiarity. Paper presented
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Reasons for collecting data on Quality Indicators

The reason for collecting information on the Quality Indicators is much the same
as the reasons for a periodic physical examination; it is a process that provides a
baseline state against which to evaluate future states of health as well as
diagnostic information that can be used immediately to compare individual
health to the larger population and to standards of health.

The Quality Indicators serve a similar purpose in the educational policy arena.
They document a baseline state of functioning for Oregon schools as well as
indicate the overall health of the system and provide comparative diagnostic
data to each school that collects data on the Quality Indicators in any given year.

Such comparisons are impossible currently. Schools can only look to educational
process measures like class size or per-pupil expenditures or student
performance measures, generally in the form of the state assessment system.
While these measures are useful, they do not tell the whole story. They need to
be supplemented with information on organizational functioning, important
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educational practices, and perceptions of key stakeholders. These measures
provide a broader, more comprehensive view of the state of functioning of
Oregon schools.

The state has a legitimate right to know that the funds it expends on public
education are being utilized in an efficient and effective fashion. Measures exist
in other aspects of the school system, such as purchasing or construction, to
ensure efficiency (or at least to create measures against which a district’s
performance can be judged). However, educational processes (teaching and
learning) prove more challenging to assess. The only measures now used widely
are student test scores. These offer one measure of functioning. But they do not
suggest what must be changed in order to improve performance. The Quality
Indicators serve to define, in the context of prototype schools, an effective,
efficient, quality educational program, one that can be judged in more
sophisticated terms than student test scores alone.

The challenge lies in specifying the elements upon which to collect data and,
more importantly, the means by which to collect the desired information. With
regard to the burden placed on districts and schools to report information, it is
worth noting that ODE current requires extensive information in School Level
Fall Report, which may contain some possible sources of the information needed
to define many of the Quality Indicators, and might be reworked to provide
additional information.

Challenge in quantifying the effect of Quality Indicators on
performance assumed for the Prototype Schools

Educational research has not yet progressed to the point where it is possible to
explain all the variance in student learning, and it is unlikely ever to reach this
point (unless physiologically-based or genetically-determined forms of learning
are eventually identified and methods derived to “teach” using such
knowledge). Human beings vary tremendously in the ways in which they
approach learning situations. This is consistent with the variation present in the
human population, and is probably an evolutionary adaptation that enabled
humans to take advantage of a wide range of environments and opportunities.
School learning is by definition more standardized, arbitrarily favoring certain
aptitudes and attitudes over others that might be equally valid in other settings.

However, in the context of social science research, this variance makes it difficult
to account for all the factors that affect learning. Researchers have been able to
identify a number of factors that seem to be dominant in explaining learning in
the context of formal education and public schools. The most-studied areas are
instructional methods, the conditions of learning within classrooms, and various
organizational conditions. It seems likely that research can explain perhaps half
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of the variance in performance when the results from all major research findings
are combined.

While half the variance is highly significant, it still leaves much unexplained.
This is challenging for a model that seeks to link instructional methods,
conditions of learning and organizational conditions with likely school
performance. Further complicating this task is the strong correlation between
socioeconomic status of families and the performance of students.

Ways of determining improvement rate associated with prototypes
(and, by extension, for all schools)

Within the constraints just noted, several possible strategies for setting the
projected improvement rates for the Oregon school system (and, by implication
for individual schools) can be reasonably considered.

There are several basic options for setting the projected rate of improvement that
can be expected based on various prototype models and their associated funding
and Quality Indicators.

Option 1: Research-based assumptions

This approach was used in the original QEM report. It combined the elements
and components with the assumptions about the Quality Indicators and
generated an assumed success rate for all the students in the three prototype
schools. For example, based on the full implementation model, it was assumed
that 90 percent of students would meet the state standards. The model was silent
on how long actual schools might be expected to take to reach these levels.

This approach has the advantage of establishing a very direct relationship
between the inputs (elements and components, and Quality Indicators
assumptions), and the outputs (performance on Oregon state assessments). It is
silent on questions of process (curriculum, instruction, program organization),
leaving these to local school districts.

The research-based assumptions approach, however, is vulnerable to the charge
that we do not know with enough precision at this point what the relationship is
between the inputs and outputs. In particular, we do not know with certainty
how to weight the various input, or contextual, factors. Is one factor, such as
teacher quality or educational leadership, disproportionately more important
than the others, or are they all essentially equal? Can these factors really be
broken out into discrete elements, each assigned a value in its effect on student
learning, or can they only be viewed in the aggregate? If aggregated, how much
of the variance in student learning do they explain?
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It seems reasonable, based on existing research, to assume all the input variables
identified and defined in the QEM might explain approximately half the variance
in student learning in the aggregate. The other half of the variance is due to the
complexity of human behavior in organizational settings and other influences,
such as a student’s psychological orientation toward learning. It is possible to
account for socioeconomic differences and their effects on learning and to
calibrate the model so that the prototype schools do include this dimension of
variance in their calculation of the predicted success level each prototype school
should generate based on any given level of funding, as defined by the elements
and components, and of functioning, as defined by the Quality Indicators

However, for this approach to work well, detailed information is needed about
the current state of organizational functioning of Oregon schools. Without some
benchmark point at which information about the state of the Quality Indicators
in a representative set of Oregon schools has been collected, it is difficult to factor
in the effects of changes in the Quality Indicators. Therefore, this approach
requires definition of common terms for the Quality Indicators and collection of
common data for each Intangible. As noted in a previous draft, this information
need not be collected from every Oregon school every year, but a rolling average
derived from data collection at perhaps 20 percent of schools annually would
provide enough information for this approach to be feasible. The performance at
those schools could then be calibrated to their organizational functioning as
gauged by the data collected on the Quality Indicators and the fidelity between
their program and the prototype schools. From there, generalizations about the
relationship between funding and expected performance could be established
with progressively greater precision.

For the coming biennium, any proposed performance figure based on this
methodology will be by necessity very approximate. However, given that any
method will have a rather large standard measurement error initially, this
approach should not necessarily be excluded from consideration.

One way to refine this approach in the future is to identify a sample of schools
deemed to be representative of the prototype schools and to be deemed to be
close in important respects to assumptions contained in the Quality Indicators.
This will require consultation with school officials and a case study approach
during this first planning phase, but if a representative sampling of such schools
can be located, it is feasible to judge their previous performance relative to the
state assessments and extrapolate from this with some weight given to the
multiplier effect that extra resources can have in a well-functioning system.

Option 2: Trend extrapolation

A very reasonable way to begin to forecast the improvement levels associated
with various levels of funding is to establish the trend lines for assessment
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results, primarily but not exclusively on English and math multiple choice tests,
over the past four years, and extend this line into the future with an adjustment
consistent with the amount of new resources added to the system.

This appears to assume that more money equals better performance. But in fact it
assumes that the programs demonstrated by the prototype schools and the
assumptions contained in the Quality Indicators will lead to improved

performance. These are two fundamentally different assumptions and must not
be confused.

Furthermore, improvement must be considered at all three levels of schooling.
Elementary schools have exhibited much greater improvement than middle
schools, which have done better than high schools, which have shown little
improvement over the past four years on the measures being used here.
Therefore, it would be necessary to adjust elementary expectations somewhat in
the conservative direction, while being sure to establish projected improvement
rates for middle and high schools that were justified based on the prototype
schools more than the existing trends. While acknowledging the difficulty of
changing high schools, virtually no improvement will be assumed if
improvement rates from the past four years are simply extrapolated into the
future two years.

Option 3: Educator -identified improvement goals

A third option is to have a representative sampling of educators indicate the
amount of improvement they expect each Prototype School to achieve. This
method has the advantage of having high credibility and being grounded in the
realities of educator judgment. A focus group methodology that selected among
a range of educators could yield a reasonable range of improvement that could
be expected from the Prototype Schools.

Option 4: Combination of options 1-3

A final logical option is to combine or at the least to compare the predictions of
the three previous options to see the degree of congruence among them, then to
establish a “best guess” based on the sources in combination. This method is
more labor-intensive, but has the advantage of not anointing any one method as
the chosen one to the exclusion of the other two. At this early stage of
development, it may be prudent to move forward with several methods for
determining the relationship between prototype schools and predicted
performance and then to see what occurs subsequently. As data on student
performance are gathered over the following two years, it will be possible to
ascertain what the actual improvement rate turns out to be, and which method or
methods came the closest to predicting it. Furthermore, it is possible then to put
better mechanisms in place to gather information on the Quality Indicators at the
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school site level, which then enables further investigation of the role of Quality
Indicators in predicting school performance.
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